Amendment dated December 22, 2009 
Reply to Office Action of October 28, 2009 

E1MA1JCS/ARGUMENTS 
The Office \ct t 1 s ? has bee < f il\ eviewet Reconside i 

i i ct g ied L esj r ^st ew of the 

following remarks. Claims 1-24 are currently pending in the subject application and are 

pre nil uk c is I e inde n i 

Reply to Examiner's Response to Arguments 
Since the Examiner has maintained the prior rejections and has provided arguments in 
support o ^ ess the Examine s response -.first 

s ■ Sp^Wc.Pafe-ntjng Reiectipn. 

Claims 10, 12-14 and 22 are rejected to under the judicially created doctrine of 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 1 of US 6,724/753. The 
Exarrene ' I » »* , m 1 , ^ ^-claimer of 08/05/2009'because the attorney executing 
the document was not an attorney of record. By the present Amendment, a new Term inal 
D l i-> hi n^ ie\s Power of Attomcv t a^soc K yA k 

(Reg No 61,9 2} with < isto nei numbei 23 6i Kca rdingly, Applicas i re -pec 1 i h c uests 
that the Examiner withdraw the do - patenting reje m 

2. T _ „ . - _ J ^ 

one deskset 

r t s d ed th e ch is directe * sms fo 1 

r si > S- t f 1 i a _ <■ - ! 
suggests "more than one deskset" and that "it would not he possible to communication with only 
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one deskset connected to the system" (e.g., see Page 2 of the 10/28:.20O9 Office Action). This is 
incorrect for a number of reasons. 

Firstly, FIG. 7 of Lynch clearly shows multiple serial ports (i.e., serial ports 302, 307, 
3 19) with a single deskset 113 attached to the system. Not only is it possible for a single deskset 
to foi I stem tc eskset, but i is onls mbodiment actually 

disclosed by Lynch. 

Secondly, the Examiner's indication. that "it would not b possih < munic on 

c >o v ^ ts p a 

desksets to be included within the actual telephone apparatus shown in FIG. 7 of Lynch. The 
Examiner's confusion -appears to be in that belief that the deskset 113 is used for iutemal 
com muni cation with the host 100 o r some other local desksets, whereas the clear infe rence from 

In \ yd y y s e 1 

company ove r the ISDN hue 

According!} Lynch neither discloses nor suggests having a "plurality'' of desksets 
attached to i < no shown in FIG 7, \> < 

iscd ^.^ hciIoi f 1 \ ^ ~> i n tor 

example. 

3 . m _ 'i,'__ _ <___. 1 - \ 

I - l ^ _ - i i - m je ! 

Lynch .. 

Tht Exan ter's states that "a jacket is merely a bundle of data to 3 transm ted 
including certain control information such as s header which in turn includes address of the 
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dd s > device, and enor check, n € see *e 3 of 

the Office Action), This is an incorrect assertion with respect to Lynch, because Lynch 's serial 

links do not exchange these types of packets. Sena! communications transmit data more 

efficiently and with oar these headers. This is clearly shown m FIG. 9 of Lynch which is 

directed to serial transmissions, and Lynch states "[rjefemng first to FIG. 9, serial transmission 

of a Byte i, a last portion of a previous Byte i-L and a first portion of a next Byte i-H is 

illustrated", and further that "[a] byte is transmitted as. one or mo e v. . • u^ u :i wed by eight 

data fans, a parity hit, and one or more stop bits" (e.g., see Colli, lines 55-64 of Lynch). 

Pearly, no des tination or originating addresses are identified in the data exchange of FIG . 9 , 

! c v nit "Pisello et ah and Lynch et al exchange information via packets 

therefore it would be more efficient to define the packets of Lynch et al based upon, known 

io a packet in the design of the system, . (e.g., See Page 3 of the Office 

Action). The Examiner's position appears to be that ii is more efficient to take the serial data 

stream shown in FIG. 9 and add additional he ader information. Ties s 2ai yin " 1 ' \J t 

'eadei * i » 5 u that does not require header information, as in FIG. 9 of 

Lynch, clearly reduces efficiency because the data rate needs to decrease to accommodate the 

extra overhead. 

Also* Applicant notes that 'packets' are not sent over the serial interface shown in Lynch. 
favdG^ a v - s hre G. - 1 ■> i r ^ i < , — . 

The Examiner is invited to explain how the. telephone apparatus shown in FIG. 7 of 
Lytic m\ u ,\ s ; more e cien b heading headei am i to its stream of serial data 

! ! ! - } h ^ i n,, a xj. < 

communication stream, by definition, reduces the efficienc y of the communication . 
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- w ould be used in place 

of a serial interface because the Ethernet protocol is "well-known'' is confusing given that the 
serial-interface is also well-known (in fact, the serial-interface predates Ethernet protocols and 
could be argued to be even more well-known}, and no rationale is provided for substituting the 
serial-interface * nh an hie l uueriMcv T "v., J c oo that mon efficiency is 

e ^ l 1 c oi iti ai^ 1 ii 

packets" i c c >y Lynch are alst well-known 

How could the fact that Ethernet is well-known be relevant to substituting one well-known 
protocol for another well-known protocol? 

In summation, if the Examiner truly believes that the serial ports 302, 317 and/or 319 
wouk >e perm ! . e luracation between tb - ' nd deskse 3 

Applicant does not believe that the Examiner's position has been properly articulated, as the 
obvious conclusion to reach would surely be adding extra information to a data flow - , 

r; e - t ^ T > v ^ (. v > e 1 

d ■ The f act that ease siahons are ..weJj-kjiewn is irr elevant because t he E xa miner is not 
- _ 1 - _ " ! 1 p t 

Ci rt 23 recites 'Vhereii the mseeiver is configured to cornrn cate \ centra 

station over a wireless communications ImkT The Examiner indicates claim 23 is obvious 

>ecau v c\ nin 

is well-known in the an" (e.g., see Page 9 of the Office Action). Respectfully, the Examiner's 
OV 'u-'i t. i h on the hosi 

computer 1 0b in Lynch. The host computer 1 00 is a workstation computer; not a base station. 
Furthermore, the host computer 100 has a wired serial link to the telephone apparatus in FIG. 7 
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of .Lynch, Thus, the fact that \^#^s : ''ba^i^^^:<^wet1>known. is irreverent to the claims 
given that Examiner's present interpretation of reading the "central station" on a workstation 
computer. 

Claim 24 recites "wherein the central station corresponds to a case station within an 
access network that is configure io provide wireless co noma -leadens services to each of the 
plurality of desksers through the n-ansetavek* Agam. fv s 5 > .a V - , 0\ o^: a base 
station at an access network. Rather, the host computer 100 inter faces wnh a remold network 

0 a n dly is i s; >scr ber de\ <cc Tl e .act that wireless base stations are well-known does not 

1 f ^ m sui^k . s n > is can be ch rnied is 
automatically obvious, especially when such an implication contradicts the Examiner's own 
interpretation of the claims. 

SUMMARY 

Since the Examiner has maintained his rejection of claims 1-9, 18-21 and 23-24 under 35 
U.S.C. |103(a) as noted above, Applicant once again traverses these rejections. Applicant 
expiuv-ak in! t > I an he ^ o espo ^ o ] c that 

Applicant > r>e eoi ceded an of ( i oreuosn t < ^ i ul \c to the rom<v\ re s ( t n - 
For brevity, Applicant expressly incorporates the prior arguments presented m the 8/5/2005) 
responses ; anneals in this espouse 

For at least the foregoing reasons aid the reasons set forth in Applicant's response of 
8 :« s n >pec* 01 x \ } - i 12 _ 1 . de a 21 mo applied 

art. t i ! \ ' v a a i\ ' n . u|v eVx^ or the 

1 v j epe ie i 5 0EP 2 ~t 5 lorec hese claims recite 
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additional, subject matter, which is .not suggested by the documents taken either alone or in 
combination. 



Inline u i i ■> J 1 l * 

conditio i - fo vvl c early action is requested. 

'least oi o\ erpaynients that may be due with this response to Deposit. 

Account No, 17-0026. 



QUALCOMM Incorporated 

Attn: Patent Department 

5775 Morehouse Drive 

San Diego. California 92121-1714 

Telephone: (858)658-2426 

Facsimile: (858)658-2502 



CONCLUSION 



Respectfully submitted. 



Dated: December 2 2, 2079 
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